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Introduction
W hen the People’s N ational P arty  (PN P) came to  power in 1972, the 
sta te  was the higgest landowner in the country. Roughly one fifth of the 
arable land or 280,000 acres were a t the disposed of the Government.
About one th ird  of the population were small farmers who tried  to 
malee their living by cultivating a piece of land w ith an average size of 1.5 
acres. The socio-economic and socio-political situation of these farmers 
and their families in Jam aica has not changed since em ancipation.
Land reform  was considered by the new social dem ocratic Government 
as the focal point w ithin the planned measures for the development of 
the rural areas.
From a quantitative point of view the program m e can be considered 
quite successful. From  its inception in 1973 until 1980, roughly 70,000 
acres of arable lands were distributed  among 36,000 tenants. For exam ­
ple, in the 1979/80 crop year, approxim ately J $ 30 million were produced 
throughout the year on 22,000 acres. This means th a t ‘P ro ject Land 
Lease’ was producing approxim ately 14% of the to ta l domestic agricul­
tu ra l output.
Initially, the small farm er responded positively to  the program m e. How­
ever, the ten an t’s gradual w ithdrawal from  parts  of the program m e must 
be seen as a reaction to  the program m e’s planning and im plem entation.
I will present a critical assessment of the program m e by the tenants. 
The findings are based on interviews carried out in 1986/87.
The im petus for the  case study on Jam aica came from  the researcher’s 
interest and  active participation  in the im plem entation of the land reform  
program m e under the PN P-G overnm ent.
Socio-economic and socio-political situation of the 
Jam aican small farmer
The Jam aican small farm er and his family have less th an  two acres of 
cultivable land on an average at their disposal. This figure can only be
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an indicator for the small farm er’s socio-economic situation, because land 
is his home and his working place at the same tim e. The available finan­
cial means are equally divided in b o th  parts. He has only some sim p le  
tools, and an anim al is available sometimes for heavy work. A part from 
this he is dependent on his own strength, supported only occasionally 
by his family or seasonal w age-labour. Since hardly any surplus is pro­
duced, income is too small to  allow for saving or reinvesting. Therefore, 
production and income will never exceed a low level. The small farm er 
is very cautious about changing trad itional cultivation m ethods because 
it is difficult for him  to  overlook and calculate credit conditions, price 
fluctuations and government program m es. This p a rt of society has been 
neglected or disappointed by half-hearted  program m es ‘from  above’ for 
too  long.
Former studies show th a t land possession has a  social significance for 
the Jam aican small farmer which goes beyond pure economic security:
• a piece of land means a possibility to  identify oneself w ith a home;
• land is considered an investment (‘land cannot spoil’) particularly  
when it is acquired by austerity  and diligence where higher produc­
tiv ity  is not possible owing to  lack of money;
• unlike the p lan tation  labourer, the Jam aican small farm er feels him ­
self more free and self-determ ined because he can choose the crops 
he wants to  p lant and he can arrange his own working-hours;
• possession of land is regarded as security for old age (‘as long as 
I have land, someone will look after m e’) and as heritage for the 
children (‘if  they have land they won’t starve’).
As the studies further show, the small farm ers’ m ethods of production 
have not changed for generations. The trad itional m ethod of cultivation 
-  m ostly based on family experience -  can guarantee the subsistence of 
the family except in  times of crisis, yet it cannot satisfy the dem and 
for a higher income. This implies a change in the m ethods of produc­
tion  connected w ith financial inputs. Yet borrowing money from  the free 
m arket would m ean to  encumber their own piece of land. For the above- 
m entioned reasons, there is little  possibility of risks being taken so th a t 
the level of production as well as the standard  of living rem ains low.
Agriculture in the National economy in 1972
The 1968 A gricultural Census showed th a t agriculture occupied approx­
im ately 1.5 million acres or about 55 percent of the to ta l land area in 
Jam aica. This acreage represents a significant decline since 1958. Tab. 1 
shows the acreage occupied by agriculture since 1958.
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T A B L E  1. A cres  o f  Land in Farm s, 1958—1961— 
1968
Year
T atal
Acreage Cultivated
Grassland 
and Pasture Other
1968 1 489 200 581 400 430 400 447 400
1961 1 711 400 445 300 630 400 653 700
1958 1 822 800 612 700 708 300 501 800
Source: Min. of Agriculture ‘A gricultural Census 1968’
In accordance w ith this fact, the contribution of agriculture to  the  to ta l 
GDP, for example, declined between 1965 and 1970 from  11.6% to 8.0%. 
Jam aica has become a net im porter of agricultural goods since 1966. 
M ajor im ported item s include cereals, m eat, dairy product and fish. The 
m ajor export crops are sugar, bananas, coffee and citrus.
The three principal types of agricultural usage are p lan ta tion  crops 
grown m ostly for export, mixed farming of food crops for domestic con­
sum ption, and pasture for beef and dairy cattle, whose products are also 
consumed locally.
Tab. 2 shows the d istribution of lands by type of use in 1970.
Agriculture is still the principal employer in Jam aica. A bout 30% of the 
labour force (ca. 235 000 persons) are prim arily dependent on agriculture 
and related industries for a living. Because of the low productiv ity  of the 
agricultural sector, the average GDP per person employed in  agriculture 
in  1974 was as low as about J$ 670 per annum  com pared to  an average 
of J$ 3400 per annum  in the rest of the economy.1
A significant feature of Jam aica’s agriculture is the great diversity be­
tween the sizes of farms. The A gricultural Census 1968 shows th a t in 
1968 farms of less than  5 acres accounted for 78% of the to ta l num ber of 
farms and only 15% of acreage in farms. On the o ther hands, however, 
farms of 500 acres and over accounted for 0.15% of the toted num ber of 
farms bu t represented 43% of the to ta l acreage of farms. Tab. 3 shows 
the relationsship between num ber of farms and farm  land.
Jam aica’s agriculture definitely has a dual nature. On the one hand 
there is a large num ber of small farmers located in the hilly regions pro­
ducing m ostly domestic crops, while on the other hand there is a  small
1Gov. o f Jam aica, F irst Rural Developm ent Project, Vol. I, 1975, p. 3.
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T A B L E  2. D is tr ib u tio n  o f  Land in Farm s by M a jo r  
T y p e  o f  U se
Type of use Acreage
Percentage 
of Total
E xport Crops 444 600 29.6
Sugar Cane 167 700 11.2
B ananas 84 000 5.6
Coconuts 100 000 6.7
C itrus 25 000 1.7
Cocoa 27 000 1.8
Coffee 15 000 1.0
Pim ento 24 000 1.6
Tobacco 1 900 0.1
O ther Tree Crops 1 900 0.1
Domestic Food Crops 91 000 6.1
Comercial Forests 16 000 1.1
Improved Pasture 250 000 16.7
N atura l Range (G rassland) 138 400 9.2
O ther Lands Suitable for Agr. 139 000 9.4
Rem ainder (Forest, W oodlands, etc.) 420 000 28.0
Total 1 500 900 100.2
Source: Gov. of Jam aica, Jamaica Second Five Year Plan 1970- 
1975, Vol. I l l ,  C.P.U.
num ber of large estates and farmers on the plains producing m ostly ex­
p o rt crops.
The Land Reform Programme of the People’s National 
Party  (PN P): Genesis, Aims and Substance
Under the slogan ‘P u t idle lands into idle hands’ the PN P in stitu ted  a 
num ber of im portant programmes in its first term . O peration G.R.O .W . 
(Growing and Reaping Our W ealth) was a broad, long-term  project th a t 
included the following parts:
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T A B L E  3. P a ttern  o f  Land O w n ersh ip
Size of Farm  
acres
Num ber of Farms 
abs. %
Farm  Land 
abs. %
0 - 5 151 700 78.6 229 000 15.4
5 - 2 5 37 600 19.5 341 000 22.9
25 -  100 3 100 1.6 127 000 8.5
100 -  500 700 0.4 148 000 9.9
over 500 300 0.1 644 000 43.3
Total 193 400 100.2 1 489 000 100.0
Source: Min. of A griculture, ‘A gricultural Census 1968’
F o o d  F arm s: Food crops which had to  be im ported (rice, onions, etc.) 
were now to be cultivated w ith m odern m ethods on state-ow ned 
land;
P io n e e r  F arm s: unemployed youths from rural and urban  areas were to 
get the chance to learn about m ethods of agricultural cultivation; 
after one year they could earn their living on a cooperative basis;
In fr a s tr u c tu r a l P r o g r a m m e s:  measures like afforestm ent, building of 
m icro-dam s for irrigation, soil conservation, new roads, ru ra l elec­
trification, and food processing plants were included as well;
S u g a r  C o o p e r a t iv e s :  in 1971/72 the Jam aican Government bought the 
five largest sugar-estates; a reduction of sugar-cane land which was 
no longer profitable was planned in a m edium  term ; the Govern­
m ent intended to tu rn  away from the dependence on m onoculture 
by introducing diversified vegetable gardening and fruit growing; 
bu t sugar-workers were opposed to  these structu ra l changes and 
dem anded the setting up of sugar cooperatives; the  Government 
fulfilled their desires;
P r o je c t  L an d  L ease: contrary to  the former ‘Land Settlem ent P ro ­
gram m e’ which offers interested people the chance to  buy land 
out of sta te  property -  the so-called ‘Freehold-system ’ -  now the 
‘Leasehold-system ’ was introduced giving the small farm er the 
chance to  lease arable land on a sh o rt-, m edium -, or long-term  
basis.
‘P roject Land Lease’ was the centre-piece o f ‘O peration G .R .O .W .’ The
program m e was combined w ith the obligation of land cultivation, financial
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incentives and other measures for growth control by the government. It 
was modelled on a  program m e of ALCAN (‘Alum inium  C anada’) in which 
its idle bauxite lands were leased to  peasants who also got some assistance 
from  the company. ‘P roject Land Lease’ (PLL) involved the leasing of 
government and privately-ow ned lands to small farmers.
In 1974 PLL was divided into three phases to  give land as quickly as 
possible to as many small farmers as possible:
P h a s e  I: the government leases from  private owners for a period of 5 to 
10 years; small farm ers living in the neighbourhood can lease this 
additional land for a low in terest-ra te;
P h a s e  II: for a period of 49 years government-owned land will be leased 
to  selected small farmers w ith the right to  extend the lease for 
another period of 49 years;
P h a s e  III: size and quality of governm ent- owned land should guarantee 
an appropriate standard  of living; the land can be leased for a period 
of 49 years w ith the right of extension; new settlem ents will be set 
up, the government will provide the necessary in frastructure  such 
as houses, w ater, roads, etc.; it was considered as a move towards 
a more cooperative structure  in which farmers would work leased 
land w ith a common infrastructure provided by the government.
In addition leaseholders of all three phases should get credit in kind 
like fertilizer, seeds, herbicides, or insecticides. An extension service was 
to  be set up and m arket facilities to  be provided.
The implementation of the programme and its 
problems
‘P ro ject Land Lease’ placed about 36000 people on about 70 000 acres of 
arable land, m ost of the tenants were previously landless. The taking over 
of idle land in the program m e and the Government provision of credit and 
some infrastructure were im portan t reasons for the increase of domestic 
agriculture from the mid-1970s.
An increase of production was the first aim. This dem anded, besides 
financial and m aterial inputs, extended knowledge of m ethods of pro­
duction and an increased readiness for innovations by the small farmers. 
Therefore, an extension service was set up and new train ing programmes 
were scheduled and set into operation sporadically. But b o th  sides -  the 
tenants and the extension officers -  complained about lack of support by 
the adm inistration.
A new adm inistration  for the im plem entation of the land lease pro­
gram m e was set up alongside the existing adm inistrative structure  of the
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M inistry of A griculture. The m ain reason was th a t the  former adm inistra­
tion did not show much interest or sym pathy w ith the new program m e. 
Later in the m id-1970s a new departm ent, the ‘Production  U n it’ was 
established. It included four fifths of all persons working in the  M in­
istry  of Agriculture. The establishm ent of a databank  and a sta tistical 
departm ent followed.
The new positions were filled preferably w ith followers and sym pathiz­
ers of the new government and supporters of the new program m es. But 
the new civil servants were overwhelmed by adm inistrative duties. Large- 
scale bookkeeping, d istribution of credit in kind, collections of ou tstand ­
ing debts, together w ith poor transport facilities and financial incentives 
kept the agricultural advisers from  their real tasks: the extension and 
m otivation of the tenants, im plem entation of dem onstration experim ents, 
etc.
The selection process of the tenants caused more problems th an  ex­
pected. For example, if land was to  be distributed the officer in  charge 
compiled a list of applicant out of which an ‘independent’ com m ittee se­
lected the suitable tenant according to  certain  criteria and based on an 
interview. Sometimes the local M ember of Parliam ent took p a rt in  the 
com m ittee and he represented his list of candidates -  in the end, the re­
sult was a compromise. Again and again this external influence led to 
delays and  hindrances in the im plem entation of the program m e.
The properties already under d istribution were owned by the Govern­
m ent, having been leased or purchased by the Government from  holders 
of large estates who were ready to  lease or to  sell. In m any cases the 
quality of the soil of the allo tted  properties was very poor and often not 
suitable for the intended cultivation of food crops. Indeed, it was m ostly 
poor quality soil th a t changed owners.
In  addition  to  the soil as a means of production the tenant should 
have been offered more financial assistance to  reach the program m e’s 
targets. As the research shows financial means for the program m e have 
not been raised during the im plem entation. Instead the adm inistration  
of the program m e was cut down w ith the consequence for the leaseholder 
th a t credit facilities were reduced more and more.
In Jam aica the m arketing of agricultural products not designed for ex­
po rt is traditionally  pursued by retailors (‘Higglers’) -  who are mainly 
women. The crops are purchased directly from the producer and sold on 
the local m arket. This system  has worked since centuries, bu t it does not 
satisfy the small farm er as the producer. The higglers only take small 
quantities and these irregularly and do not keep price arrangem ents. The 
state-ow ned ‘A gricultural M arketing C orporation’ (AM C) was extended 
in addition to  the raise existing private m arketing system  to m otivate 
small farmers to  production. M inimum prices and sales guarantees for
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all reaped crop were m eant to  be the m ain stimulus for surplus produc­
tion. About J$ 3 million were invested in the construction of shops and 
coldstorage depots and in the purchase of trucks. In the beginning the 
two systems seemed to  be able to exist side by side, bu t more and more 
the sm all producer faced the fact of being left alone by the AMC: dates 
could not be kept, crops ro tted  in the field, the paym ent was delayed...
A successful im plem entation of a land reform  program m e requires fur­
ther m acro-econom ical measures besides land and capital to  enable the 
form ation of capital in smallholding production. Single projects for the 
processing of agricultural products were prom oted bu t they were insuffi­
cient to  m otivate the Jam aican small farm er to  produce additional sur­
plus. The small farmer preferred planting sh o rt-te rm  crops, for example 
beans, in  spite of repeated recom m endations through the extension of­
ficers to  cultivate export crops like mangos or avocados which could be 
easily sold w ith high profits on the N orth American m arket. B ut, red 
beans can be reaped after three m onths whereas mangos or avocados 
have their first yield after 5 years a t the earliest.
A land reform program m e needs laws and regulations which fit into the 
general and special demands of the various p arts  of the program m e. As 
m entioned in the beginning, land ownership is of extrem e im portance for 
the  Jam aican small farm er for social and economic reasons. Credits are 
given only if a LAND TITLE is held. The T ITLE was scheduled for the 
long -term  lease, welcomed and expected by the tenants. Yet, the hope 
for the promised lan d - registering and thereby the credit-w orthiness, was 
not fulfilled until the end of the PN P-G overnm ent. Again and again the 
people responsible pu t off the tenants w ithout being able or willing to 
give satisfying reasons.
A fter the successful reelection of the PN P in 1976 the d istribu tion  of 
land reached its peak. Indeed, the offering of land to  close to  10 000 small 
farm ers dining th a t year m ust be considered more as an election gift to 
followers and  sym pathizers of the successful party. There was not enough 
money to  reach the qualitative targets of the program m e. Effects of the 
world economy (decline of the  sugar price, higher prices for energy), the 
influence of the bauxite tru sts  (reduction of the volume of production in 
Jam aica and the transfer of production to  A ustralia  a t the same tim e), as 
well as domestic problems (capital flight, lack of investm ents by foreign 
firms) led to  a decline of state-revenue and, a t the same tim e, restricted  
credit opportunities on the in ternational m oney-m arket (influence of the 
USA conditions of the IM F).
Social program m es -  like the land reform  program m e -  came to  feel 
these developments first. Yet the Government succeeded in obtaining a 
credit for a special land reform  program m e in a lim ited area, the so-called 
‘F irst Rural Development P rogram m e’, by the IBRD. US$ 30 m illion were
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provided for this in tegrated  ru ral development. In the case of another 
region, financial and personnel were provided by US-AID (‘Agency for 
In ternational Development’). The ‘Second R ural Development P rogram ­
m e’ w ith likewise new focus points in the technical area (soil conservation 
m easures, irrigation) had US$ 20 million a t its disposal.
More im portance was attached  to  quality than  to  quantity  in the re­
m ainder of the land reform  program m e. The new established ‘R ural Phys­
ical P lanning U nits’, working in each of the four adm inistrative regions 
of the Min. of A griculture, m et these demands. They had  been set up 
by D utch experts and w ith financial assistance by the D utch government 
and were la ter also given personnel and m aterial assistance by the Ger­
m an Volunteer Service. The m ain task  of these planning departm ents 
was to  analyse and assess the potential of properties offered for sale to 
the government. A nother task was to elaborate development plans for 
properties already owned by the government which were designed for dis­
tribu tion . Finally these planning units w ith their highly qualified staff 
were to  help tenants w ith technical and organizational advices and know­
how on lands already belonging to  the program m e. One year before the 
election (1980) the ‘Comprehensive R ural Development P rogram m e’, cov­
ering the other ru ral areas was elaborated w ith the intention of receiving 
financial assistance from the World Bank or the FAO.
B ut the victory of the ‘Jam aican Labour P a rty ’ (JL P) in  the election 
in October 1980 prevented the postage of the application.
Assessment of ‘Project Land Lease’ by the tenants
In  the beginning the Jam aican peasantry  favoured ‘P ro ject Land Lease’. 
B ut bureaucracy (Min. of Agriculture) and the power of landowners 
(including their power w ithin the Min. of A griculture) m eant th a t dis­
tribu tion  was slow and in m any cases inadequate. This encouraged a 
significant increase in squatting and land capturing during the 1970s.
Generally speaking, land distribution for farming was welcomed. But 
when the land was not suitable for the planned and recommended culti­
vation tenants neglected their land and refused not only to  pay the rent 
even the credit for land preparation. If profit was unsatisfactory due to 
various reasons (drought, praedial larceny, no m arket) the tenants did not 
pay the credit they received in term s of fertilizer, chemicals or planting 
m aterial. The fact th a t only one th ird  of arable land was under cultiva­
tion  and less th an  10 percent of the credit had been paid back elfter a 
seven-years-term  of land reform m ust be considered as a rejection of the 
im plem entation of parts of the program m e by the target group.
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The following inform ation, facts and statem ents are based on surveys 
and interviews w ith PLL-farm ers carried out in 1979/80 and in 1986/87.
P r o f i l e  o f  t e n a n t  f a r m e r
In 1979/80 the m ajority  of tenants was between 36 and 50 years old. 
Seven years la te r -  understandably -  almost half (43%) of the interviewed 
farm ers were aged between 50 and 65 years. The youngest m an was 18 
years, the oldest m an 82 years, the youngest woman 40 years and the 
oldest 64 years.
The average size of the tenant family was and is 6 or 7 members.
Almost two thirds of the respondents sta ted  th a t they went to  school 
from  between 6 to  10 years. Only one out of six tenants had no formal 
education.
In 1979/80 two thirds of the tenants had some skills apart from  farm ­
ing, ha lf of them  were craftsm en such as masons, carpenters, painters 
or plum bers. In 1986/87 still one th ird  m entioned some skills besides 
farming.
A t t i t u d e  o f  f a r m e r s  t o w a r d s  t h e  P L L - p r o g r a m m e
The vast m ajority  of the tenants (90%) sta ted  th a t “PLL is the best 
program m e the country ever had” because m ost of them  received a  piece 
of land for the first tim e in their lives for cultivation on their own.
“I have now my own place to  cultivate; nobody can push me 
around” .
“I am  farm ing a piece of land I never did before; it pu t money 
in my pocket” .
“It helped the small mass of the poor m an who can’t afford 
to buy a square” .
In 1979/80 all the interviewed tenants owed a certain  am ount of money 
to  the Government; bu t the m ajority  did not consider loans in  term s of 
ren t, tillage, planting m aterial or seeds as a credit. One explanation for 
this a ttitu d e  can be seen in the statem ent:
“If I don’t get a  crop, so I cannot pay the loan” .
or another explanation may be in this one:
“I feel th a t it is a Government money and therefore I can use 
it for other purposes” .
P r e s e n t  s i t u a t i o n
Independent of the property and the size of the allo tted  land, the great 
m ajority  of the interviewed farmers cultivate only one acre of the leased
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land. In contradiction to  this fact, they said they were satisfied w ith the 
leased land -  21% complained about the poor quality of the land -  and 
the m ajority  would like to lease even more land. They consider between 
five to  ten  acres as the optim um  acreage they would like to  cultivate.
Com pared w ith the previous situation, it was discovered th a t through 
the PLL-program m e planting activities increased and th a t people had 
been encouraged to  grow new varieties. M ost interest was pu t on semi­
perm anent crops: less a tten tion  is paid to  perm anent crops. The growing 
of annual crops is still very popular.
In m ost cases, there is little  surplus produce, and it is sold m ainly to 
higglers and on the local m arkets.
A s s e s s m e n t  o f  t h e  p r o g r a m m e
A vast m ajority  (88%) sta ted  th a t they had got real benefits from  the 
Land Lease Program m e:
“The land is a benefit; otherwise I don’t have anywhere to  go 
and plant a square” .
“We got land to  farm; for some of us it is the only land to  get 
food on our tab le” .
“We have no work, so w ithout this little  land we would suffer” .
“It is this piece of land and the help I get; I would not have 
been able to  s ta rt building a home and bury my m other last 
year” .
A part from the piece of land, the program m e provided other im portan t 
benefits such as credits in  kind and the availability of technical advice:
“Between 1973 and 1980 Government helped w ith trac to r, 
seeds, fertilizer which assisted production” .
“W hen we got the land, they plough us the place and gave us 
p lan ts” .
“No real benefit, but it makes me now more independent th an  
before” .
A lthough farm ers expressed satisfaction w ith the advice given by the 
Extension Staff, a m ajority  of them  proposed to  pu t more emphasis on 
b e tte r  assistance by the Field Officers in order to  improve the implemen­
ta tio n  of the program m e.
M ost of the farmers suggested giving arable land th a t is not being 
cultivated to people who really work on it.
For improving the repaym ent of credits the  interviewed farmers sug­
gested among other things th a t, a strict collection system  should be es­
tablished, and th a t the use of loans should be controlled.
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F i n d i n g s
‘P u t the idle land into idle willing hands’, was the slogan of ‘P roject 
Land Lease’, the m ain p art of OPERATION G .R .O .W ., the  P N P -L a n d - 
R eform -program m e in the 1970s. The program m e was aimed a t bringing 
idle land to  the land hungry and a t increasing food production. PLL was 
by far the largest program m e and it m et w ith some success. By 1980, 
roughly 37000 small farmers had been placed on about 75000 acres of 
arable land, i.e. 16% of the rural population dependent on agriculture 
benefited from the program m e, and according to  the interviews, living 
standards improved to  a certain degree. PLL was also successful in term s 
a contribution to  increased food production.
T A B L E  4. D o m e s t ic  F ood  P r o d u c t io n  
1971—1980 (in m  p o u n d s)
Year
to ta l root and 
vegetable crops
crops produced by 
Project Land Lease 
(m ostly roots and vegetables)
1971 638
1972 670
1973 608
1974 658 17
1975 663 68
1976 632 29
1977 793 56
1978 1010 82
1979 915 139
1980 771 150
Source: Gov. of Jam aica/N ational P lanning Agency, Eco­
nomic and Social Survey-Jam aica  (various years)
On the other hand the program m e was relatively expensive. The ac­
cum ulated costs by 1980 were J$ 39.1 million, thus the average cost per 
tenan t to  the overnment am ounted to  J$ 1038. Out of the to ta l cost J$ 
13.7 million were recoverable loans. Easier access for small farmers was 
one p a rt of the program m e. These loans were extended for land prepa­
ra tio n  and agricultural inputs. The tenants were supposed to  sell their 
surplus to the governm ent-owned A gricultural M arketing C orporation at 
fixed bu t lower prices than  the m arket could bring and then repay the 
loans from  their earnings. Farm ers preferred to  sell ‘over the fence’ to  
higglers in order to  get higher prices and a t the same tim e avoid paying
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debts to  the Government -  one reason for the low ra te  (20%) of repay­
m ent. Only J$ 2.8 million was recovered. And this affected the turnover 
of cash flow in the project.
To convert idle lands into production the PN P-G overnm ent acquired 
some lands itself or forced landholders by serving them  w ith idle land 
orders under which the owners had  to  either bring the unused land into 
production themselves or lease it to  the Government or someone else. 
The lands were d istributed  w ithout any feasibility studies or development 
plans. In many cases it was proved th a t the quality of the land was poor 
and not suitable for the intended cultivation of food crops. A nother 
problem  which ham pered productivity, especially under PL L -Phase I, 
was fragm entation. Farmers leased land a t a considerable distance from 
their home, which involved additional costs in tim e for commuting and 
transport. In addition to  drought, praedial larceny, or crop failure many 
acres therefore were left idle by tenants.
The program m e was also ham pered by the partisan  natu re  of the pro­
gram m e’s adm inistration. The d istribution of land often became a  reward 
for P N P -supporters , known JL P -supporters  felt neglected when it came 
to  d istribution of m aterial for example.
The program m e was carried out by the Government. The intended 
establishm ent of Farm ers’ Associations did not work, so the tenants were 
not involved in  any decisionmaking process. On the contrary, the  sta te  
bureaucracy often acted in an au thoritarian  sind paternalistic  m anner 
instead of encouraging a ‘self-help’ a ttitu d e  among the tenants.
Land distribution on a low scale certainly took place, bu t no real land 
reform. A far reaching program m e would have required a  com bination 
of legal and constitutional changes in land tenure and land ownership in 
addition  to  massive financial resources to  develop the in frastructure  and 
to  set up a sm all-scale agroindustry.
F rustra ted  by the lack of real land control and lack of partic ipation  
in the program m e’s im plem entation, the tenants concentrate on purely 
personal, individual efforts. The Government still respected the property 
rights of large landholders, because ‘P roject Land Lease’ was never in­
tended to  give the small farmers the political and collective power needed 
to  challenge the old ru ral structure.
